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This office action is in response to applicant's response filed on 12/22/08. Claims 1-80 
are pending in the application. Claim 80 has been added. 

Drawings 

The corrected drawings were received on 06/10/04 and were considered by the 
examiner. These drawings are place in the file. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-80 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peled et al (hereinafter Peled) USPGPUB number 20050288939 in view of Carroll 
USPGPUB number 20020085020. 

As per claims 1 and 80, Peled teaches a method, comprising: configuring a policy, said 
policy including a policy element, said policy applicable to a plurality of interface 
document types (par 0095; abstract); and comparing one of a plurality of interface 
documents of said plurality of interface document types to said policy (fig 1 1 and 13). 
Peled fails to explicitly teach policy comprising conformance rule, which defines 
standard to which the policy should conform. Carroll teaches the conformance rule and 
standard as described above (see Carroll, par 0021 ). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Carroll's 
conformance rule and standard to Peled' system to define and specify attributes 
applicable for plurality of document types. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would do so to achieve a scalable service. 

As per claim 2, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , further comprising 
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conforming said interface document to said policy (see Carroll. Par 0021). 

As per claim 3, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , wherein said configuring a 
policy comprises: creating a policy in a computing system; defining a policy element; 
providing configuration parameters for said policy element; and providing a policy 
definition, said definition including one or more policy elements (Peled, abstract; par 
0135 and 0169). 

As per claim 4, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 3, comprising resolving 
conflicts between policy elements in a selected policy (Peled, fig 13-14). 

As per claim 5, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , wherein comparing said 
plurality of interface documents of said plurality of interface document types to said 
policy comprises initiating an automated compliance test on said interface document 
(see Peled, fig 11, 13-14). 

As per claim 6, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , wherein comparing said 
plurality of interface documents of said plurality of interface document types to said 
policy comprises: uploading an interface document; performing a compliance test on 
said interface document; and reporting said results of said compliance test (Peled, 
0198-0199). 
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As per claim 7, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises: raising an exception request to a 
policy element; if a policy element is not approved to be an exception, correcting said 
interface document; and if a policy element is approved to be an exception, granting 
conformance to said policy element (Peled, par 0193-0196; Carroll, par 0021). 

As per claim 8, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises initiating a compliance test such that a 
pass or not pass result is determined, based on the information in said interface 
document and said policy element (Peled, 01 95-01 96; Carroll, par 0021 ). 

As per claim 9, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises: in the case where an interface 
document does not provide enough information to determine whether a said policy 
element is to be passed, checking whether said policy element provides a guided 
interaction process; and if said policy element does provide a guided interaction 
process, determining whether to pass the conformance of said interface document to 
said policy element in accordance with a response to said guided interaction process 
(Peled, par 01 95-01 96; Carroll, par 0021). 

As per claim 10, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises reviewing said interface document for 
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conformance to said policy element, by a user (Peled, par 0193 and 0195-0196; Carroll, 
par 0021). 

As per claim 1 1 , Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises determining conformance based on a 
process selected from the group consisting of using information in said interface 
document and said policy element, using a guided interaction process, and reviewing 
said interface document for conformance to said policy element by a user (Peled, par 
0193 and 0195-0196; Carroll, par 0021). 

As per claim 12, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 2, wherein said conforming 
said interface document to said policy comprises determining conformance based on 
information in said interface document and said policy element, and based on a guided 
interaction process (Peled, fig 11 and 13-14; par 0193 and 0195-0196; Carroll, par 
0021). 

As per claim 13, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1, comprising: initiating an 
exception request to said policy; distributing said exception request to a relevant user; 
performing an analysis on the impact of said exception request; and resolving said 
exception request by granting or not granting an approval (Peled, fig 1 1 and 13-14; par 
0193-0196). 
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As per claim 14, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1, comprising providing a user 
with a list of potentially reusable interfaces components; analyzing potential reusability 
of interfaces components, based on a provided list and project information; and 
determining which interfaces components may be re-used (Peled, par 0193 and 0195- 
0196). 

As per claim 15, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 14, comprising executing a 
cost analysis associated with selected reusable interfaces components (Peled, par 
0008; claim 191). 

As per claim 16, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 14, comprising alerting 
relevant users of the assignment of reusability guidelines to an interface document 
(Peled, fig 15, element 1560). 

As per claim 17, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1, comprising: when a change 
in a policy element is made, testing whether said policy element change conflicts with 
other policy elements that are defined in a policy; and if there is a conflict, generating a 
conflict alert (fig 13-15). 

As per claim 18, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 17, comprising analyzing the 
impact of solving said conflict (Peled, par 0193 and 0195-0196). 
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As per claim 19, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 17, comprising: generating an 
impact analysis report comprising a description of an impact of a conflict on an interface 
document (Peled, par 0193 and 0195-0196). 

As per claim 20, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 17, comprising, after a conflict 
has been resolved, applying said policy element change to a policy (Peled, fig 11, 13- 
14; par 0193 and 0195-0196). 

As per claim 21 , Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , comprising: accepting an 
escalation indication from a user; notifying relevant users about an escalation process 
being initiated for an interface document; and receiving a response from a relevant user 
escalating said response (Peled, par 01 93 and 0195-0196). 

As per claim 22, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , comprising: selecting a 
policy to be assigned; assigning said policy to an interface document (Peled, par 0195). 

As per claim 23, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 22, comprising, where a 
plurality of policies are assigned to an interface document, determining if conflicts occur 
between policy elements of said plurality of policies (Peled, par 0195 et seq). 

As per claim 24, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 22, comprising: alerting 
relevant users of said policy assignment; and negotiating said policy assignment 
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between said relevant users (Peled, fig 13 and 15; par 0195-0196). 

As per claim 25, Peled-Carroll teaches a method of claim 1 , comprising: defining global 
cost parameters for a set of interface documents; defining alerting rules associated with 
said global cost parameters; recording information relating to development of said 
interface documents; analyzing recorded information according to said global cost 
parameters; and generating alerts to relevant users, according to said information 
analysis (Peled, par 0008 and 0135). 

Claims 26-79 explicitly or implicitly contain the same limitations as discussed in claims 
1-25 above. Therefore, they are rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frantz B. Jean whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3937. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-6:00 M-f. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan J. Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Frantz B. Jean/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2454 



